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ABSTRACT

Successfully implementing the practice of inclusion by differentiating instruction is
dependent upon both the skills and attitudes of general education teachers. New general
education teachers who are entering the field are particularly vulnerable to the demands
and stress of the profession, and exemplary preservice teacher education programs must
prepare pre service teachers to meet the needs of all students by giving them the skills to
make appropriate lesson adaptations, accommodations and modifications. This study
investigates the manifestation of differentiation for special education students in work
sample lesson plans written by preservice teachers working toward an elementary school
credential. The research examined the nature, characteristics, and types of instructional
adaptations included in the work samples prepared by a sample of preservice teachers.
Six themes surfaced from the study of the categorical data and the text taken directly
from the lesson plans in the work samples. First, no evidence of purposeful planning for
students with Individual Education Programs emerges in the sequence of the lesson plans.
Second, accommodations written into the work sample lessons center around partner or
group work. Third, preservice teachers have an undeveloped or inaccurate understanding
about special education and its terminology. Fourth, preservice teachers tend to use
multiple intelligences and the use of manipulatives for differentiation. Fifth, preservice
teacher reflections focus on the teacher rather than student learning. Sixth, very little
evidence of meaningful planning or differentiation for students with disabilities appears
in the work sample generally.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
The Oregon Administrative Rules governing the licensure of teachers, mandate that
all teacher preparation programs require preservice teachers to write two work samples
which, at the elementary level, are units of study containing a minimum of ten lesson
plans demonstrating the ability of the candidates to "design and adapt unit and lesson
plans for all learners and exceptional learners, including but not limited to students with
varying cultural, social, socio-economic and linguistic backgrounds . . . " (OAR 584-0 1 70 1 00). Additionally, these lessons and units of instruction are required to "include
differentiation for all learners" as described in the section which addresses "students with
special needs, TAG learners, ESOL learners and learners from diverse social and cultural
backgrounds" (OAR 584-0 1 7-0 1 85). Interestingly, the unique junction where legislation,
literature, and praxis meet often reveals overlapping definitions of terms along with
conflicting ideas of how educators best meet the needs of diverse learners. Meeting the
needs of diverse learners in general education classrooms while meeting accountability
standards increases the demands on teachers and challenges even the veterans in
education (Valli & Buese, 2007). Given the current requirement in the state of Oregon
that preservice teachers demonstrate competency in differentiation for all learners, the
purpose of this study is to discover how that requirement manifests itself in the work
sample with a focus on students with special needs.
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Six million students in the United States have been identified as eligible to receive
special education services (Hall, Quinn, & Gollnick, 2007). This student population, who
has differentiated learning needs and increasingly receive education in total inclusion
programs, transforms not only the way instruction is delivered but also the content of
teacher preparation programs; and therefore, warrants dialogue and research. Before
meaningful discourse can produce effective changes in both the methods and strategies,
as well as in the teacher training needed to meet the needs of this population of students,
it is necessary to understand the events and legislation that have transformed special
education from an isolated program in the basement of the school building to one of
inclusion where students who have needs beyond the general education student are
educated alongside grade level peers.
From the 1 71h century through World War II, all children were presumed to be the
same, or universal in nature (Elkind, 1 998). Thus, students with disabilities were simply
overlooked. Elkind points out that leading child psychologists and learning theorists such
as Piaget, Freud, Gesell, and Froebel actually disregarded students who did not conform
to the standard ideal of childhood. Interestingly, Kugelmass (200 1 ) contends that Dewey
did address in progressive education the issue of students who did not benefit from the
standard and suggested that while it might be best if teachers differentiated instruction for
these students; ultimately, a different learning environment might be best, a view contrary
to current beliefs in contemporary education.
Elkind ( 1 998) argues that childhood was "reinvented" in the postmodern era, and that
our new acceptance of pluralism caused us to rethink previous notions regarding children
with disabilities. He goes on to argue that World War II was largely responsible for
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shaping our views about children with special needs. Elkind presents two reasons why
this maj or historical event changed our perceptions concerning mental and physical
diversity. To begin with, testing of military personnel revealed large numbers of recruits
having learning disabilities of some sort, but prior to testing, these candidates had been
successful: they had gone to school and were gainfully employed members of their
community. Second, upon the return from military service, many young servicemen were
coming home with grave injuries and often were missing limbs. The need to acclimate
these men back into a normal-as-possible lifestyle promoted the concept of rehabilitation
and the social climate facilitated a new attitude toward those with disabilities. With newly
developing attitudes of acceptance emerging, parents began advocating for their children
with disabilities. Organizations such as The National Association for Retarded Children
prompted the government to begin supporting research in the area of disabilities. These
advances were promoted by lobbying parents who were no longer willing to keep their
children with disabilities shut away in their homes or in state mental institutions (Sadker,
Sadker, & Zittleman, 2008).
Regardless of the impact World War II had on attitudes about individuals with
disabilities, it was not until Brown v. the Board ofEducation of Topeka, Kansas, in 1 954
that we see legal language that can be read to protect the rights of all individuals. The
Brown case was originally a challenge to school segregation based on race, but the

wording describes an education that applies to everyone. Education where the "state has
undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made available to all on equal terms"
(Johnson, 2002, p. 208). The Brown case paved the way for other cases within the
legislative system and in those cases, which include PARC v. Commonwealth of
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.,,�1J/vania and Mills v. Washington, D. C. Board ofEducation, the courts ruled that

u,.,..

when

a state provides an education for any child, it must provide an education for all

etuiOnm (Johnson,

200 2). This includes an education for children with disabilities.

The results of this legislation were self-contained special education classrooms in
designated schools within a district. Usually, these classrooms were relegated to the back
of the school or to the basement. Rarely, except for lunch or assemblies, did the special

education students emerge to join the mainstream. Teacher training now encompassed the
traditional or general education track as well as the specialized and unique field of special
education. General education teachers and special education teachers rarely interacted or
shared professional ideas or theories. The isolation of special education teachers was a
major cause of the high turnover in this area of education (Boe, Bobbit, Cook, Whitener,
&

Weber, 1 997). This model of educating those among us who were identified as

mentally retarded, or those who did not benefit from the traditional classroom setting,
continued into the 1 970s.
It took 21 years after Brown, until 1 975, for the United States Congress to pass a law
specifically upholding a handicapped child's right to a free and appropriate education.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, also known as PL 94- 142, mandated
that any state receiving federal funds for the education of its citizens must provide an
equitable education for handicapped students and that the education must be provided in
the regular classroom as much as possible. Prior to this legislation, some states supported
laws that allowed for the exclusion of children with disabilities (Webb, 2006). In 1 99 1 ,
the act was re-named and expanded to include individuals ages 3 to 2 1 and to provide
rehabilitation services to those who have suffered traumatic brain injuries. The Education

5
for All Handicapped Children Act is now known as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA). This law was reauthorized in 2004 and contains different and
more sensitive language although the basic tenets are the same:
*Students will be provided with a free public education, appropriate to the unique
needs of the student, at no cost to the parents.
*Students will receive appropriate evaluations that are administered by trained
personnel. There will be a variety of instruments used and they will not be ethically or
culturally biased. These tests will be given in the child' s native language when that
language is the one used primarily by the student.
*An Individual Education Program (IEP), which is a legally binding document, will
be prepared for the student. This plan will be a collaborative effort on the part of the
student's teacher, parents, the special education teacher, an administrator or other
representative, a person who can present the implications of all testing, and any other
support personnel or advocate for the student. The IEP will contain information about the
present level of classroom performance, measurable annual goals, short term objectives, a
statement of support services, a statement of the extent to which the student remains in
the regular classroom, and description of the district and state assessments the student
will take.
*The student will participate in the regular classroom to the greatest extent possible.
This is known as least restrictive environment (LRE).
*Schools must make appropriate attempts to include parents and students (when
appropriate) at all IEP meetings concerning the student.
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*Due process is guaranteed. When disagreements occur, legal proceedings will be
fair and impartial (Sayeski, 2003).
It must be understood that the language in PL 94- 1 42, or The Education for All
Handicapped Children Act, allowed for huge gains in the education of children with
special needs, but at the same time it provided a loophole for those who were unwilling to
integrate fully students with disabilities. The language of PL 94- 1 42, "least restrictive
environment," promoted the concept of mainstreaming; but the language ofiDEA,
promotes placement in the regular classroom to the "maximum extent possible." Many
feel this has opened the door to inclusive education (Johnson, 2002). IDEA, a law
claiming fame for being among those most litigated, continues to be the measure by how
we serve students with disabilities today (Sadker et al., 2008). Continuing growth of our
knowledge base coupled with societal concerns has moved us from exclusion, to special
education classes, to mainstreaming, to the current and growing practice of inclusion,
which requires differentiation within the classroom.
Fusing the concepts of differentiation and inclusion promises to move educators
closer to the ideal of instructional equity in meeting the needs of all learners in the
general education classroom. Friend (2008) declares "the concept of differentiation
originated in the area of gifted education, but it is also employed by special education
teachers in separate classrooms as well as by general and special educators working in
inclusive schools" (p. 23). Inclusion requires that the general education classroom teacher
possess skills that were once purview of the special education teacher. Adapting
instruction and making modifications to content for special education students often
represents a new skill set for veteran teachers and a foreboding challenge for new and
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preservice teachers, given that doing so requires much more than simply making
adjustments in lesson planning for those students who may be behind in reading or have
difficulty with writing. Successfully implementing the practice of inclusion by
differentiating instruction is dependent upon both the skills and attitudes of general
education teachers. New general education teachers who are entering the field are
particularly vulnerable to the demands and stress of the profession, and exemplary
preservice teacher education programs should be preparing these preservice teachers to
meet the needs of all students by giving them the skills to make appropriate lesson
adaptations, accommodations and modifications.

Statement of the problem

The purpose of this study was to investigate the manifestation of differentiation for
special education students in work sample lesson plans written by preservice teachers
working toward an elementary school credential. Specifically, employing content
analysis, the research examined the nature, characteristics, and types of instructional
adaptations included in the work samples prepared by a sample of preservice teachers.
The objective of the investigation was to gain greater understanding of the types of
adaptations this sample identifies as appropriate for diverse learners.
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Research question

To what extent do preservice teachers plan for instruction in the general education
classroom for students with disabilities?

Definitions of terms

Accommodation

-

Miller (2002) defines accommodations as "changes to the delivery of

instruction, method of student performance, or method of assessment that do not
significantly change the content or conceptual difficulty of the level of the curriculum (p.
292). Guillaume (2008) supports this definition by confirming that "accommodations
make room for the abilities and needs of your students without substantially altering what
they are expected to learn" (p. 6 1 .) Others (Hall et al., 2007) simply define
accommodations broadly as adjustments made to ensure instructional equity.

Adaptations

-

The term adaptations appears infrequently in current texts but is defined

by Miller (2002) as "more significant changes or modifications to the instructional
process than accommodations" (p. 299). Curricular objectives, instructional methods and
student outcomes are changed under this definition of adaptation.

Collaboration

-

Collaboration is identified as the process by which a general education

and special education teacher work as equal partners in the education of a classroom of
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students. Both teachers will teach lessons, assess students, and plan for instruction. This
term is used interchangeably with the term co-teaching in this study (Friend, 2008).

Differentiated Instruction-

Tomlinson and McTighe (2006) refer to differentiated

instruction as the framework for planning for a variety of learners. They describe
differentiation as an instructional design method with a "primary goal of ensuring that

teachers focus on processes and procedures that ensure effective learning for varied
individuals" (p. 3). Friend (2008) describes differentiation as changes to content, how
students are taught, and the way in which they demonstrate learning. Note that this
definition is very similar to Miller' s (2002) definition of accommodation and the terms
appear interchangeably throughout this study.

IEP

-

Section 140 1 . 1 4 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act defines the

Individualized Education Program as a written statement that includes several
components but for the purpose of this research, the area of focus is the part of the IEP
that states the goals designed to assist the student in making progress towards general
education curriculum objectives (Siegel, 2007). From here on out, the acronym IEP will
be used when referring to the Individualized Education Program.

Inclusion

-

Definitions of inclusion vary from the placement of special education

students in the general classroom for the entire school day to inclusion as an attitude
whereby all students are welcomed and have equal access to the curriculum (Friend,
2008). For the purpose of this research, inclusion is the deliberate and successful
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planning for the integration of a variety of learners within the general education
classroom.

Modifications- Miller

(2002) describes modifications as changes to the way a topic is

taught or how much of the topic is taught. The level of difficulty or the student outcome
may also change when making modifications to a lesson. Guillaume (2008) refers to
modifications as different instructional methods or different expectations that alter what
students are expected to learn.

Preservice teacher

-

An undergraduate or graduate student working on teacher credential

requirements and currently completing practicum work.

Resource room- A

classroom where a special education teacher works with students

(Friend, 2008).

Student with disabilities- For the

purpose of this study, and according to section 1 4 1 1 .3

of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, a student with a disability is one who
has been identified with mental retardation, hearing impairments, visual impairments,
language impairments, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbances, autism,
traumatic brain injury or other health impairments. Kauchak and Eggen (2008) use the
phrase, "students with exceptionalities, which often appears in the literature.
"
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Work sample

-

The work sample is a written, working document produced by teachers

as part of their required practicum that serves as evidence of the ability to design
instruction for the learning of all students (Hall et al., 2007).

Table 1 .
Relationship ofKey Definitions

Adaptations

Modifications

Accommodations

Changes in what the
Changes in teaching
methods or strategies

students will do or
how they demonstrate
mastery

Changes in what
students are e>.'j)ected
to learn

Regardless of Miller's (2002) definition of adaptation, the word appears in literature
as a general descriptor of any type of change as seen in Table 1 . The Table also depicts
the relationship between the terminology of accommodation and modification. Note that
only modifications are actual changes to curricular objectives whereas accommodations
are changes requiring planning on the part of the teacher in order to meet the needs of
students with disabilities. Table 2 illustrates the broad definition of differentiation and
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how that definition encapsulates the needed changes for students with disabilities. The
Table also demonstrates why there is such confusion between the terms and why they are
incorrectly used as interchangeable terminology. Because differentiation includes
changes to content, or what the students are expected to learn, the inclination toward
differentiation causes some trepidation, as students who have IEPs may have
modifications written into the plan; however, students who struggle should not have
modified content or curricular objectives.

Table 2.
Differentiation

Differentiation

Changes in teaching
·methods or
st:rateg·ies:

Changes in what the
students will do or
h.owthey
de1nonstrate mastery

Changes in "vhat
students are

expeL-ted to learn

Delimitations of the research

The delimitations of this research revolve around the scope and range of the work
samples of one teacher preparation institution. Ten work samples, from both
undergraduate and graduate programs with slightly different protocols, were studied

-
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resulting in the analysis of 1 07 lesson plans. University professors who stress different
sections of the work sample instruct pre service teachers, and instructions for completion
may vary from institution to institution. Preservice teachers are developing as
professionals under the mentorship of master teachers who are diverse in training and
expertise in working with students identified as having a disability. As different teacher
preparation programs have different course requirements, the findings cannot be
generalized to other student teachers from other institutions.

Summary

Chapter 2 focuses on the literature and points out the depth of the concept of
inclusion as prescribed by Friend's (2008) definition of the term as an attitude embraced
by educators who work with a diverse group of learners as well as a summary of the
issues facing the implementation of this ideal through the model of instruction known as
differentiation. Of particular importance, teachers feel unprepared to practice
inclusionary methods in the classroom and the support of school administration remains
critical to successful inclusion and differentiation. As seen in the literature, education and
training appear to be a reason for the lack a positive attitude about inclusion. Following
the literature review, the methods of the research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of the literature

Extensive literature focuses on the current practice of including students with
disabilities in the general education classroom where they are taught by the general
education teacher, and if other services are needed, they are brought to the child in his or
her classroom (Aldridge & Goldman, 2007). Many teachers are accustomed to a model of
special education in which a student with a disability receives instruction outside the
general education classroom. A resource room or special education room may provide
services to learners with special needs when those services are not provided in the general
education classroom. These learners with special needs encompass those who have
exceptionalities in physical development, communication, behavior, cognition, and
emotional development. Students may also be bilingual, gifted, disadvantaged, at risk, or
have specific learning disabilities such as dyslexia (Lang & Evans, 2006). Exceptional
learners may require adaptations to the instruction, an area that has received ample
attention from researchers. In particular, differentiation as a model of planning for all
learners is a promising practice (Friend, 2008; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006). This
literature review will look at five areas: 1) elements necessary to establish a school
climate receptive to the inclusion of all learners, particularly those students with learning
disabilities, into general education classrooms 2) general educators' attitudes about

15
inclusion 3) teacher preparation for the practice of inclusion 4) preservice teacher
preparation in the area of inclusive classrooms, and 5) differentiation.

Elements necessary for a climate ofinclusion

The rationale for inclusion, not withstanding federal mandates to provide an
education to students with disabilities in the general classroom to the greatest extent
possible, revolves around ethics and best teaching practices; however, rationale alone will
not direct educational institutions toward making wide-sweeping changes in traditional
approaches to instruction, whatever the population being served. The success of inclusion
relies on several factors identified in the literature, the first being the school site
administrators' ability to embrace the vision of inclusion. In a comprehensive study
evaluating eight schools, Idol (2006) found that the schools with the highest degree of
inclusion rated the administration as high in both instructional leadership and
administrative leadership. These principals also stated that they were very much in
support of inclusion. In a smaller case study, carried out by Kugelmass (200 1 ), teachers
interviewed identified the principal's leadership and vision for inclusion as critical for its
implementation. Hammond and Ingalls (2003) randomly surveyed teachers from three
elementary schools in the southwest and found that 94% of respondents believe it not
possible for inclusion to be successful without the support of the administration.
Furthermore, 80% of the teachers in this study believed that inclusiveness was
encouraged in the school. Interestingly, Snyder ( 1 999) found that 75% of the inservice
general education teachers surveyed, who were also graduate students in courses taught
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by the author, rated their administration as not supportive of their needs when it came to
mainstreaming or inclusion. None of the teachers in Snyder' s study were working in
schools where total inclusion was the norm, but rather mainstreaming and self-contained
classrooms still prevailed. In summary, the literature supports the view that schools in
which successful inclusion is taking place have a high level of support from the
administration.
In addition to the support of the administration, the literature points to an effective
collaborative relationship between the general educator and the special educator as
critical for successful implementation of inclusion. In a study of three high schools,
Simmons and Magiera (2007) identified a developed model of co-teaching in one school
where both teachers have equal roles in the classroom for instruction, planning and
assessment. Collaboration between teachers has also been identified by Titone (2005) as
a factor of a successful inclusion program. Titone suggests that cooperation and the need
for a community approach for making curricular decisions and modifications is necessary
for inclusion to be successful. Time for shared planning was also found to be a critical
factoring in successful inclusion (Fisher & Frey, 200 1 ; Titone, 2005).
Research in the area of inclusion reveals that a possible reason the practice is met by
some resistance rests in the assumption that teachers are not accustomed to engaging in
committed collaboration (Hammond & Ingalls, 2003). Additionally, according to these
researchers many teachers are not only unaccustomed to collaboration, they are
uncomfortable with the teamwork and cooperation that is required by both the special
education specialist and the general classroom teacher in successful inclusionary schools.
Kugelmass (200 1) tell us that until the traditional roles of educational professionals
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change, w e will continue to see resistance to inclusion. True collaboration requires
willingness to labor together, and in tandem, for the best interests of a student using and
building upon the strengths of each educational professional (Idol, 2006; Kugelmass,
200 1 ).
Fink is a veteran math teacher in Ossining, New York who uses the inclusion model
in a math class. Fink writes about the need to discuss egos and philosophy with the
special education teacher who helps in the classroom. Most inclusion models fail, says
Fink, because of a lack of communication between the different teachers. With strong
communication and a genuine interest in making the best decisions for students, inclusion
results in new ideas, strategies and approaches. Our traditional school structure has made
it a rare occasion when a special education teacher has entered the domain of the general
education teacher to discuss the progress of a student. Inclusion requires that doors open
and that special education teachers work in the classroom alongside the general
classroom teacher for portions of the school day. Responsibilities must be shared and
teachers must agree that students belong to all professionals in the building.

General educators' attitudes about inclusion

Teachers who practice researched-backed methods provide access to the curriculum
for all students, regardless of the students' individual needs or learning styles; however,
when it comes to the general educator' s responsibility to educate students identified as a
students with disabilities, a great deal of uncertainty and anxiety is common. Educational
professionals understand that traditional segregated classrooms for students with special
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needs have not been historically successful (Johnson, 2002). Nevertheless, given the wide
range of identified disabilities coupled with the responsibility to educate these students in
the general classroom, not all educators are embracing the philosophy of inclusion.
Monahan, Marino, and Miller ( 1 996) randomly surveyed 342 teachers in South Carolina
and found that 72% of the sample believed inclusion would not be successful because of
opposition from general education teachers. The study also revealed that 67% of the
teachers would prefer to send students with disabilities to a resource classroom for
instruction. In a more recent study, Hammond and Ingalls (2003) discovered that a large
maj ority of the teachers participating in their research held negative attitudes about
inclusion even though many were teaching in inclusive classrooms. In still a more recent
study, Idol (2006) reveals that teachers surveyed expressed attitudes ranging from
acceptance and willingness to move toward inclusiveness to advocacy of inclusion. More
recent studies have found an increasing number of inservice teachers in favor of
inclusion.
When it comes to the attitudes of preservice teachers as opposed to inservice teachers
regarding inclusion, the research is more positive. Burke and Sutherland (2004)
compared the attitudes of preservice teachers enrolled in a private college in New York to
inservice teachers working in a public elementary school in the same state. The results of
the survey indicate that preservice teachers expressed a more positive attitude toward
inclusion, felt more prepared to work with students who had disabilities and believed that
the inclusion model was beneficial for these students. Shade and Steward (200 1 )
conducted research that studied the effects o f taking a single class in special education
and found that it had a dramatic effect on the attitude of preservice teachers toward
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students with disabilities. Silverman (2007) conducted a comprehensive study of 7 1
undergraduate and graduate students in an education program. Results of the study
indicate that high levels thinking on the topics of learning and the acquisition of
knowledge couples with affirming attitudes toward inclusive education. The preservice
teachers in Silverman's study hold a philosophy of education that included the belief that
students with disabilities have the potential to make progress in an inclusive classroom
while being somewhat reticent about efficacy in such a classroom.
While preservice teachers tend to have attitudes toward inclusion that lean toward the
positive, research has indicated that for both inservice and preservice teachers, there
exists a difference in attitude toward inclusion for students with intellectual delays as
opposed to emotional or behavioral difficulties (Burke & Sutherland, 2004; Hastings &
Oakford, 2003 ; Hodkinson, 2006; Kniveton, 2004). The literature maintains the
proposition that students with emotional or behavioral disabilities are most likely to
influence the attitude of the general education teacher toward inclusionary practices
(Hastings & Oakford, 2003 ; Idol, 2006). Teachers' attitudes towards students with
behavioral difficulties still lean toward the mainstream model of education regardless of
experience. A study examining the attitudes of student teachers in the United Kingdom
(Hastings & Oakford, 2003) also revealed that research participants are more accepting of
students with intellectual difficulties than those with behavioral problems.
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Teacher preparation for inclusion

Using the IEP as a guide, teachers must plan for incremental objectives for identified
students rather than focusing on the state curricular goals for the grade level. This can
present a challenge to veteran teachers and can overwhelm new teachers. Providing
accommodations and curricular modifications through such strategies as multilevel
curriculum and curriculum overlapping allows students with different abilities to access
new knowledge in the same classroom as their peers (Giangreco, 2007). Teachers who
are skilled in this area create classrooms where it is difficult, if not impossible, for the
casual observer to identify the student with the IEP, and yet extensive research exists that
supports the idea that a majority of teachers are not prepared for this practice of inclusion.
A case study (Burke & Sutherland, 2004) focusing on the experiences of a first-year
special education teacher supports the conclusion that general education teachers lack the
experience and education necessary to integrate students with special needs into the
classroom. In a study by Monahan, Marino and Miller ( 1 996) 75% of those surveyed
indicated a lack of instructional skills and educational background on the part of general
education teachers in the area of teaching students in special education. The study by
Snyder ( 1 999) indicates that 1 00% of those surveyed had not taken a graduate level
course on working with special education students. In addition, 87% indicated that they
have never experienced an inservice workshop focusing on working with special
education students. One teacher in Synder's study reports, "The only information I've
received about special education, its needs and accommodations, is the paper I researched
on special education for a class in college" (p. 179). Hammond and Ingalls (2003)
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revealed that 8 1 % o f the teachers in their study indicated a lack of education and training
about inclusion. These researchers identify the lack of training as a maj or roadblock to
successful inclusion.
The lack of education in meeting the needs of special learners is not unique to the
United States. A study from Ireland (Winter, 2006) and a study from England
(Hodkinson, 2006) also cite the lack of education as problematic when it comes to issues
of inclusion. The lack of education seems to be a universal problem with general
education teachers meeting the needs of special education students. Shade and Stewart
(200 1 ) point out that 1 0 states do not require any courses in the area of special education
in order to meet certification requirements. This continues to be a maj or factor in
meeting the needs of students who are exceptional learners.

Preservice teacher preparation for inclusion

The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE 2008) sets
standards for institutions preparing teachers to work in preschools through secondary
schools. NCATE, recognized by the United States Department of Education, functions as
an independent, peer-review accrediting agency. Accreditation through this non
governmental agency remains voluntary for institutions preparing preservice teachers for
credentialing. Standards-based education and the educational reform movement have
spread to teacher education institutions, and not only has this led to ongoing critique of
educational legislation requiring accountability to standards, but also to critiques of
agencies such as NCATE (Beyerback & Nassoiy, 2004). While Beyerback and Nassoiy
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criticize NCATE for needing more clarification on terminology in addition to more
specific connections between teaching and the practice of equity, the organization
stipulates in Standard 1 that institutions must prepare preservice teachers to make
"appropriate adjustments to instruction, monitor student learning and have a positive
effect on learning for all students" (NCATE, 2008, p. 1 9). Furthermore, Standard 4,
which focuses on diversity, stipulates that institutions prepare students to work with
students from various cultural backgrounds, English language learners and students with
"exceptionalities." Additionally, as seen in Chapter 1 , Oregon Administrative Rules
require preservice teachers to demonstrate competency in working with "students with
special needs, TAG learners, ESOL learners and learners from diverse social and cultural
backgrounds" (OAR 584-0 17-0 1 85).
As seen previously, and despite the NCATE standards or state requirements, the lack
of education and preparation in the area of inclusion and the use of instructional
accommodations for preservice teachers in general education programs remain deficient
even though research confirms that intensive preparation in teacher education programs
has a direct effect on a teacher' s perception of being well prepared to teach (Boe, Shin, &
Cook, 2007). Additionally, Jung (2007) found that preparation had an impact on
preservice teacher attitudes and confidence in working in inclusive settings. Recognizing
the need to provide preservice teachers with more preparation in the area of meeting
diverse student needs, The Department of Teaching and Learning at Southeastern
Louisiana University embarked upon a research project titled The 3 Dimensions of
Diversity for Inclusion (Edwards, Carr, & Siegel, 2006). The findings of this study
include the suggestion that teachers are receiving little instruction on differentiation
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within the course work required at the university level, but they are well aware of the
importance of meeting the needs of diverse learners. This study revealed that only half of
preservice teachers received instruction in the area of differentiation. Interestingly, in a
study comparing preservice teachers to inservice teachers, Burke and Sutherland (2004)
found that the preservice teachers believed their teacher preparation programs were
providing them with the skills to work with diverse learners, but the inservice teachers
believed the programs did not. Additionally, Hamre and Oyler (2004), in their qualitative
study focusing on themes in preservice teacher study groups for the purpose of informing
teacher education programs, found that their participants did not discuss critical and
complex strategies needed in order to differentiate instruction.
Four different models of teacher preparation were found to have positive effects on
preparation for adaptations allowing for inclusion. In a study of preservice teachers who
were students in a dual certification program where they would be certified in both
general education and special education, Kerns ( 1 996) found participants in the study
rated themselves very high on the ability to plan for diverse learners. Furthermore, a few
graduate students in Kerns' qualitative study specified that the dual certification program
shaped their philosophy about inclusion. The second study, in New Jersey, preservice
teachers were assigned to classrooms practicing a co-teaching method where a general
education and special education teacher work in the same classroom (Kamens & Casale
Giannola, 2004). The preservice teachers in this study reported feeling supported, having
increased confidence in their ability to work in an inclusive environment and were able to
observe the struggles and benefits to co-teaching. Project ACCEPT, a program out of the
Department of Teaching and Learning at Northern Illinois University, was conceived in
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order to provide preservice teachers with skills needed to promote inclusive education
(VanLaarhoven, Munk, Lynch, Bosma, & Rouse, 2007). Teacher candidates in this
program were enrolled in a course called Collaborative Teaching in Inclusive Settings
and were placed in an inclusive classroom for student teaching. Studies of this program
revealed that participants significantly outperformed the control group in content
knowledge, accommodations and assistive technologies. Fourth, Professors Barker and
Sands (2004) from the School of Education at the University of Colorado incorporate
differentiation practices within their teacher education courses so that students experience
first hand the benefits of this strategy. A qualitative look at student responses following
the course led the authors to the conclusion that modeling differentiation resulted in
increased student learning about how to incorporate differentiated instruction into their
own lessons. These findings seem to support the assertion that extensive preparation
prepares teachers (Boe et al., 2007).
Recognizing the importance of collaborative skills on the part of preservice teachers,
Griffin and Warden (2006), studied the benefits of a partnership between a university and
a public school system designed to promote the concept of collaboration. This particular
program incorporated field experiences in classrooms taught by teachers who had
received training by university professors into a course taken simultaneously by the
preservice teachers that focused on collaboration, cooperative teaching and differentiated
instruction. The researchers followed the graduates of this program for five years to
assess the effectiveness of such a preservice teacher program. Unfortunately, the surveys
in the study centered on inclusive and collaborative structures rather than differentiation,
even though differentiation was one of three essential components of the program. The
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results do, however, support findings from studies mentioned earlier in this paper
asserting that a lack of administrative support and a lack of training are barriers to
inclusion (Burke & Sutherland, 2004; Hammond & Ingalls, 2003 ; Kugelmass, 200 1 ;
Monahan et al., 1 996). The insufficiency of research assessing the skills of preservice
teachers in the area of differentiation continues despite the inclusive education
movement.

Differentiation

Quantitative research designs in the area of differentiation prove almost nonexistent,
but a study on Universal Design of Learning, which employs principles of differentiation,
found that an hour long inservice prepared teachers to include students with disabilities in
the classroom (Spooner, Baker, Harris, Ahlgrim-Delzell, & Browder, 2007). Universal
Design necessitates planning for accommodations within the lesson plans rather than
making changes or interventions afterward. The previous section points to the assertion
by Boe, Shin and Cook (2007) that intensive preparation effects pre service teachers'
perception of preparedness to teach. This study supports the possibility that short teacher
inservice courses can make a difference in how teachers plan for students with
disabilities.
While a search for quantitative studies comparing an experimental group exposed to
differentiated instructional strategies to a control group reveals a dearth of literature, a
profusion of qualitative studies, articles and books on implementing differentiation
appears in all databases. An ethnographic study done by Beecher and Sweeny (2008)
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over a period of eight years, reveals that differentiation can and does make a difference in
student achievement in the area of writing, math and reading. Tomlinson (2003 ; 2006)
serves as an authority on differentiation and presents a case and method for its use in all
classrooms. More recently, a group of researchers (Rock & Gregg, 2008) developed what
they call a "blueprint" for differentiation in an attempt to make the practice more
accessible for teachers. REACH stands for the steps in the process. First, teachers are
asked to reflect upon their own knowledge base, resources and disposition. Evaluating
the curriculum comes next and requires an examination of standards and content
objectives. The teacher then analyzes the students to create learning profiles and identify
student characteristics. Following the previous steps, the teacher crafts lessons, and then
hones in on the data to assess student achievement. Organizational strategies and
planning tend to confound new teachers (Freiberg, 2002), consequently, REACH may
indeed make the concept of differentiation more accessible.
Another example of application appears in the work of Lawrence-Brown (2004) who
infused concepts of differentiation with the work of Vaughn, Bos and Schumm (2000)
who, in their work, present a structure for multi-level planning within the general
education classroom. Like the study mentioned above on Universal Design of Learning,
(Spooner et al., 2007) Lawrence-Brown advocates attention to curricular supports and
differentiation in the planning stage of instructional units. Unlike other researchers,
Lawrence-Brown specifically addresses IEPs and demonstrates how those goals fit into
multilevel planning.
Bailey and Williams-Black (2008) studied how differentiation was taking place in
classrooms in the area of literacy, and focused on modifications to content, process or
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activities done during instruction, and what the students produced to demonstrate
mastery; appearing consistent with Tomlinson's (2006) definition of differentiation. Of
the 24 teachers in the study who were either working towards a master's degree in
reading, or already had a graduate degree in reading, the researchers found that only three
teachers met the criteria for using differentiation in the classroom. These teachers were
using flexible grouping, graphic organizers, scaffolding, work stations, centers, multiple
levels of questioning, and student choice. In another study designed to assess the practice
of differentiation in classrooms, Edwards, Carr and Siegel (2006) surveyed both inservice
and preservice teachers and found that both groups felt well prepared to provide
modifications and accommodations for students, use flexible grouping strategies, use a
variety of materials in their teaching, and to allow for a range of student products.
Interestingly, the preservice teachers in this study also reported being well prepared to
use differentiated grouping strategies, but were not likely to use them in the practicum
expenence.
In yet another study with a focus on differentiation, Valli and Buese (2007)
conducted a longitudinal inquiry into the teaching practices of fourth and fifth grade
teachers to learn about what the teachers did to help students struggling with reading and
mathematics. Not only did they find over the course of the four-year study that the role of
the teacher was changing and becoming more demanding, but that differentiation was
also an expectation within the school district. The unique aspect of this study revolves
around the way in which the district viewed the practice, which centered on acceleration
for those above grade level and remediation for those below grade level. The district
viewed differentiation as anything from pull-out programs to small groups for guided
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reading instruction; however, teachers in the study did employ differentiation in the
classroom to the extent that many were feeling the stress of having to prepare multiple
assessments and intense planning. Interestingly, the researchers in this study commented
that they rarely heard teachers discuss instructional strategies, but rather that the
discussions revolved around data collection and grouping strategies.
Educators are well aware that diverse classrooms are best for learning when all
students experience success (George, 2005). We also know that it is difficult to move
from whole class instruction to differentiated instruction (Baglieri & Knopf, 2004;
Edwards et al., 2006). Regardless of the difficulties in changing instructional paradigms,
the facts that students with disabilities are able to learn in the general education
classroom and that differentiation will bring about student success, teachers must build
lessons with purposeful attention to differentiation (King-Sears, 2008). According to
Anderson (2007) the teachers who take the time to differentiate instruction are those who
honor the uniqueness of each child and excludes no one. Our current educational climate
finds us in a place where we can no longer view special education as a room in a
building, but a deliberate plan of collaboration done by professionals with the general
education teacher central to the process using differentiation strategies designed to
benefit all students.

Conclusions from the literature review

With the support of school administrators, and leadership at the site level focused on
improving attitudes and competence in working with diverse learners, a move towards
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inclusion and differentiation is more likely. The literature reveals a mix of anxiety and
intrigue in moving towards diverse classrooms with more teachers responding favorably
toward inclusion than previously. More education is needed for general education
teachers with a specific focus on accommodations and modifications through
differentiation that will enable students with disabilities to be successful in the general
education classroom. When teachers are not skilled in this area due to a lack of inservice,
experience or professional training, the prospect of inclusion and differentiation can seem
overwhelming and the result is resistance, even if federal law requires placing students in
the regular classroom to the greatest extent possible. The exclusive practice of placing
students in separate classrooms based on a diagnosis of a disability is inherently
discriminatory practice and does not recognize the dignity of the student or the value of
the student's ability to contribute to the classroom and in the society at large.
The research that asserts teachers are unprepared to welcome diversity in learning
into the classrooms requires further examination. Many teachers leave teacher
preparations programs not knowing how to adapt and modify lessons for differentiated
instruction. In order to give the concept of inclusion a fair chance, all arguments must be
addressed and research in the area of the effectiveness of differentiation must be
completed. Teacher preparation institutions must lead the way in training preservice
teachers to meet the needs of students with disabilities and inservice teachers must move
beyond the paradigm of education as done the way they experienced school as a student.
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CHAPTER 3

Research methodology
Work sample methodology

Oregon Work Sample Methodology, developed at Western Oregon University, has
long been regarded as an accurate and reliable way to measure the competency of a
preservice teacher during the practicum experience (Henning et al., 2005). Therefore, the
work sample served as a unit of observation for the purpose of this study. Student
teachers in the state of Oregon are asked to produce a working unit of instruction
including unit goals and objectives, pre and post assessments, lesson plans, and an
analysis of student learning and reflections. The document also includes a description of
each student in the class, which includes information on the types of learners in the
classroom. The work sample also requires a section on accommodations for students with
learning exceptionalities. Preservice teachers produce the work sample with guidance
from both the university supervisor and the cooperating teacher who must meet
professional requirements set by each teacher training institution. Students in both the
undergraduate and graduate programs have work sample guidelines to follow that include
lesson plan templates requiring differentiation. The work sample, then, exemplifies the
best possible teaching done by the preservice teacher in the final stage of teacher
education and should reflect best practices, methods, and differentiation.
Through analysis of all sections of the work sample, in addition to the required
accommodation sections of the lesson plans, information emerged that reflected the types
of differentiation preservice teachers use in the work sample; and thus, their teaching.
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The data gathered from the work sample allow the researcher to analyze the types of
accommodations actually happening in the classrooms of preservice teachers who are,
together with their cooperating teachers, responsible for the education of both general
education students as well as students with IEPs or learning exceptionalities.
This study examined the question: To what extent do preservice teachers plan for
mandated differentiated instruction in the general education classroom for students with
disabilities? In order to explore this question, a qualitative research design using content
analysis of the lessons in work samples produced by pre service teachers was analyzed.

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to investigate the manifestation of differentiation for
special education students in work sample lesson plans written by preservice teachers
working toward an elementary credential at a private university in the Pacific Northwest.
This university is NCATE accredited, and thus, adheres to those standards as well as
those spelled out in the state administrative rules for credentialing new teachers.
Specifically, using archival data and employing content analysis, the researcher examined
the nature, characteristics, and evidence of instructional differentiation included in the
work samples prepared by preservice teachers from this institution. The objective of the
investigation was to gain greater understanding on the types of differentiation this sample
identifies as appropriate for learners with disabilities.
This research involved a qualitative approach investigating the work samples from a
teacher preparation program specifically employing content analysis. Berg (2007)
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describes content analysis as a way to uncover patterns and meaning from written
documents. A stratified sampling method allows the researcher to focus the study on an
equal number of work samples from both undergraduate and graduate students.
According to Babbie ( 1 989), stratified sampling allows the researcher to "organize the
population into homogeneous subsets (with heterogeneity between the subsets) and to
select the appropriate number of elements from each" (p. 1 88). A total of ten work
samples were analyzed with five coming from each of the graduate and undergraduate
programs. The researcher analyzed 1 07 lesson plans. Work samples were randomly
selected from within the graduated and undergraduate departments from those done by
elementary students in the full time 1 5 -week student teaching experience who taught in
grades 3 , 4 or 5. The random sampling resulted in one work sample from a 4th;5th grade
blend, four from 4th grade, one from a fifth grade and four from 3rd grade classrooms. The
purpose of looking at both graduate and undergraduate work samples was not to compare
groups, but rather to analyze a representative group leaving the school with elementary
teaching credentials. It is important to note that this research was not a program
evaluation, but rather an investigation into how preservice teachers demonstrate
competency in the area of differentiation within the work sample and the methods they
use to differentiate instruction.
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Data Treatment and analysis procedures

Each work sample analyzed during the study period was reviewed in seven different
areas. First, the descriptions of the community, class and students written in the first
section of the work sample were examined for information about the students in the class
for which the unit was written. This section gave the researcher data about the number of
students in each class who were identified as students with disabilities. The number of
students with learning disabilities, and the types (when specified) were recorded. This
information alerted the researcher to look specifically for purposeful planning for these
particular students.
Section 2 of the work sample served as the second part of the document examined for
data. In addition to unit goals, this section includes accommodations or differentiation.
This section appeared in all work samples, but fell under titles such as "Plan for
Differentiation," "Modifications," or "Adaptations." General narratives gave data about
ways the preservice teacher plans for inclusion in the learning experience for all types of
learners. Any further information regarding students on IEPs was also recorded
regardless of where in the first two sections it was located.
The third section or the work sample contains the actual lesson plans written for the
unit and in order to fully examine the lessons, separation into three sections allowed for
thorough analysis. The third section analyzed was the differentiation section in the lesson
plan template. In some lessons, this appeared prior to the lesson sequence, and in others,
it followed the body of the lesson. The fourth segment examined was the actual sequence
of the lesson where the researcher searched for evidence of purposeful planning for
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students on IEPs. Fifth, the reflection of each lesson provided evidence of preservice
teacher attention to the achievement of students identified as students with disabilities.
Following the lesson plans, preservice teachers address the learning gains for each
student and the class as a whole, and this quantitative data supported by explanatory
narrative served as the sixth section for analysis. Unit assessments are addressed and
recommendations are made for each student. Section four was analyzed for comments
made about those students identified in the first section of the work sample as students
with IEPs. The researcher looked for evidence indicating that the preservice teacher
addressed achievement and access to the curriculum by those identified students.
The last and seventh section for analysis was the final unit reflection in which the
preservice teacher addresses the unit as a whole and personal growth attained teaching
the lessons. Preservice teachers may address strengths and weakness of teaching,
planning and assessing in this essay and making judgments about future areas of growth.
The data collected then underwent a coding process according to themes and patterns
aligned with the differentiation methods suggested in the literature (Bailey & Williams
Black, 2008; Friend, 2008; Miller, 2002; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006). Patterns that
implied a trend toward strategies that rely on proximity or additional time to complete a
task represented categories used. In addition, specific modifications to materials used in
the lesson were coded and categorized. Length of assignments or work required was also
coded along with any use of peer tutoring or group work.
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Human subject safeguarding

The institution in which the research took place requires that student teachers
maintain the strictest standards of confidentiality. All teachers and students referred to in
the work sample are to remain anonymous. No identifying statements are allowed and the
schools and classrooms also remain anonymous. All references to students are done by
letter (Student A), and the school and community are referred to as "my school" and "the
community." All preservice teachers are aware that work samples are submitted to the
administrative assistant for the purpose of archiving data. Education students are aware
that the work samples are stored for the express purpose of being examined by others,
used as an example for future students, and serve as data for accrediting purposes. These
work samples become archival data.
The lesson plans used in this study were archived; and therefore, the researcher had
no knowledge of who wrote the lesson plans. Because the authors of the work samples
are unknown to the researcher, and because the student teachers maintain the
confidentiality of others when writing the work sample, together with the specific
understanding that work samples in the education department are for examination,
consent will be inferred. Access to the archived work samples is allowed, and they are
used as examples for students learning how to write work samples. The identity of the
institution will remain anonymous. Additionally, the researcher collected data only on the
differentiation of instruction for students with disabilities and no attempt was made to
record any demographic data on the school or preservice teachers, which was not relevant
to the study.
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Setting

The setting for the research is a school of education within a private university in the
Pacific Northwest. This university offers a wide range of degree and credential options.

Role of the researcher

The role of the researcher was that of data collection, coding, and analyzing the
findings. Generalizations were made about the findings following the data analysis and
recommendations about the findings are followed by discussion. To support
trustworthiness, every opportunity was taken to reduce bias, including conferring with the
chair of the committee, and with other colleagues.

Contributions of the research

Accepting the fallacy of homogeneity, and embracing the uniqueness of all learners,
the study of inclusion remains important because the movement toward classrooms of
greater diversity in learning has left many educators unprepared for a role once held by a
credentialed special education specialist. By examining the readiness of new teachers to
take on this role, recommendations can be made to improve teacher preparation
programs. Teacher preparation programs must do everything possible to offer the best

37
preparation for a dynamic profession requiring skills for which many feel unprepared.
Research in this area will be beneficial to both teachers and students.
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CHAPTER 4

Results
The findings of this study address the research question: To what extent do
preservice teachers plan for mandated differentiated instruction in the general education
classroom for students with disabilities? The results of this qualitative study are
presented in the following sections of this chapter. Data presented serves to make the
study meaningful, and the categorical data presented as frequencies give the reader a
view of the findings. Following the presentation of the data, an analysis of the results
focuses on six themes that emerged from the study.

Results

A purposeful random selection of work samples, representing the year 2007-2008,
written by 1 0 preservice teachers at one higher education institution yielded a total of 1 07
lessons. Five work samples came from an undergraduate teacher education program, and
five came from the Master of Arts in Teaching program at the same institution. The
sampling allowed for a broad examination of lessons prepared by a diverse pre service
teacher population, rather than a comparison across programs.
Sections 1 and 2 of the work sample describe the student population served by the
teaching unit and revealed 25 students on IEPs. The average number of students on IEPs
in each class was 2.5 with a range of 0 to 6. Only one work sample, which was done at a
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small private school, specifically stated that no students were identified as qualifying for
special education services. The last work sample analyzed served 6 students on IEPs.
Table 3 represents the student population on IEPs in the work samples studied.

Table 3 .
Frequencies of Students with Disabilities in the Work Samples

Work Sample # 1

1

Work Sample #2

4

Work Sample #3

3

Work Sample #4

0

Work Sample #5

2

Work Sample #6

1

Work Sample #7

2

Work Sample #8

4

Work Sample #9

2

Work Sample # 1 0

6

In either Section 1 or Section 2 of the work sample, preservice teachers listed the
reasons that students qualified for an IEP. Table 4 illustrates the descriptors used by the
pre service teachers for 24 of the 25 students. Because statements were taken directly
from preservice teacher work in the lesson plans analyzed, the reasons given do not
consistently match legal terminology.
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Table 4.
Reasons Provided by Preservice Teachers for IEPs

ADD

1

Speech

2

Speech and Language Comprehension

2

Reading Writing and Math

2

Reading and Writing

8

Reading

1

Focus Issues

1

Math

1

Autism

1

Reading and Math

3

Low Ability

1

Communicative Disorder

1

Adaptive PE

1

Sections 1 and 2 of the work sample provide additional information about students
on IEPs, and in this study, 1 3 students are specifically described as receiving special
education services in a learning resource classroom. While students may receive services
outside the general education classroom through a pull-out model for special education,
preservice teachers must address differentiation for these students in Sections 1 and 2 of
the work sample. Table 5 illustrates the types of differentiation preservice teachers
included in their plans to meet the needs of the students in the classroom with learning
disabilities. Due to the fairly general nature of this section of the work sample, the
differentiation strategies do not always align with strategies in the lesson plans as seen in
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Table 6. Specific plans for differentiation appear in Section 3 of the work sample,
whereas Sections 1 and 2 contain broad generalizations about possible differentiation
strategies.

Table 5 .
Types ofDifferentiation Found in Sections One and Two of Work Samples

•

No arrangements

•

One-on-one work with student

•

Re-explanation of directions

•

Proximity

•

Modified amount of work

•

Read directions aloud

•

Allow student to respond verbally or in writing

•

Listen to tape of book

•

Check in with students

•

Partners or group work

•

Mini-lessons

•

Extra time

•

Teacher editing of work

•

Additional encouragement or praise

•

Speech teacher comes to classroom

•

Incorporate visuals and kinesthetics

•

Meet with the instructional assistant for help
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•

Student removed from class during lessons

Section 3 of the work sample contains the lessons for the unit. Each lesson plan
template includes a section in which the preservice teacher specifically addresses
differentiation for students with disabilities for that particular lesson. Table 6 depicts the
types of differentiation planned in each lesson. The descriptions in the table are taken
directly from work samples. The frequencies, when totaled, exceed 1 07 because a
preservice teacher may have used more than one strategy.

Table 6.
Differentiation Written in Lesson Plans

35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
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Following examination of the lesson plan template for the planned differentiation
strategies, the actual lesson plan sequence was evaluated in search of any evidence of
purposeful intervention for students with IEPs. Only 8 lessons contained references to
differentiation or intervention within the procedures, or sequence, of the plans. Table 7
contains a list of the strategies that were embedded into the different lesson plans.

Table 7.
Planned Interventions within the Lesson Procedures

•

Take time to focus on things when students are struggling

•

Call aside individuals who are struggling

•

Monitor the class as they continue working, conference with those
struggling

•

Students will work in partners

•

Circulate the classroom and check on groups

•

Students will work in groups

•

Monitor the students

•

Check in periodically with the students to see how they are doing

Following the lessons, preservice teachers reflect on the lesson by focusing on the
teaching, student engagement and student achievement. Only 4 of 1 07 lessons made any
references to students on IEPs. Those four responses, as direct quotes, are as follows:
"I have one student in my class who is on a watch list for ADHD and can
never focus or sit still during normal class sessions. He is excelling in
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science however, probably due to the hands on aspect and the fact that he
can actively engage the subject matter."

"Overall, the maj ority of the students did well and it made me wonder if
the two students who didn't do as well, were that way because they had a
hard time with reading comprehension or if they were not totally paying
attention. One particular student who didn't do so well, she is hard to read
sometimes. She will look like she is paying attention but when it comes to
assessing her, she doesn't recall the information. But she is also known to
rush through her work without caring about how she does."

"I constantly adapt assignments for my IEPs such as not requiring that
they write as much, or that they come up with two main points instead of
three because it takes them longer to read, write and process."

"There was one thing that changed during this lesson, which is that OB
has qualified for Special Education and is now going to be pulled during
math time, so I no longer need to modify for him. I was informed of this
today, so I will be modifying my lesson plans accordingly."
The information found in these lesson reflections focused largely on the preservice
teacher ' s performance during instruction, and present exiguous information on
specific student achievement.
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Section 4 of each work sample was also analyzed for references to students with
disabilities. Section 4 requires preservice teachers to reflect on the achievement of
individual students, as well as on the whole class results. Interestingly, in this section of
the work sample, the research revealed many references to students with IEPs. Every
work sample examined contained information in this section about students with
disabilities in addition to other students who may have struggled with the content of the
unit. Table 8 contains a list of all recommendations preservice teachers made in section
four which follows the unit of instruction.

Table 8.
Recommendations Made by Preservice Teachers for Students on IEPs.

Recommendation
'�, - "'

· '*

Frequency
'Y '

' c-}�·

•

Provide structure

1

•

Special teacher attention

2

•

Review material

8

•

Type assignments

1

•

Give more time

3

•

Needs one-on-one work

5

•

Needs more modeled reading

1

•

Written language needs to be developed

1

•

More partner work

4

•

Need to incorporate more artistic work

1

•

Work out action plan to tum work in on time

1
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•

Give student written directions

1

•

Work with a low-flyer student

1

•

Create a game

1

•

Sit in the front of the class

5

•

Give more encouragement

2

•

Have tested by the special education specialist

2

•

Modified instructions and requirements

1

Most recommendations focus on a more ofthe same strategy for students who
struggled during the unit with the suggestion that students review the material.
Additionally, the suggestion for one-on-one work does not delineate any specific
strategy, nor suggest any insight into the specific learning needs of the student. The
suggestion for more partner work, made four times in this study, implies an absence of
knowledge of any specific learning strategy that might lead to mastery. While the use of
student location in the classroom, or proximity, did not show up in Section 2 of the work
sample, it appears five times in Section 4. While giving students more time appeared
frequently in Section 2, the strategy also appeared in Section 4, although not as
frequently.
Section 5 of the work sample is the final reflective essay focusing on the entire unit,
and preservice teachers are asked to reflect on what they learned about themselves and
their students. Three work samples did not address students needing any type of
differentiation, and the remaining seven made expansive comments. The following
excerpts were taken directly from the essays in Section 5 :
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"One of the students in the class with ADHD didn't have structure or routine at
home, so it became extremely valuable to have him plugged into a structured
system at school. On less routine days (assemblies, short weeks, etc.) he
sometimes couldn't function at all because he was so distractible. Routines and
organization were also valuable for a number of other reasons."

"The second goal I hope to work towards is learning how to better incorporate the
differentiation of instruction into my lessons. I noticed that I get so caught up in
just teaching the lesson or focusing on the management that I overlook the
differentiation piece. I also don't think I have the bank of knowledge, ideas and
resources to draw from in order to differentiate. This is a huge element of
successful education and one that is deserved by each student. I want to learn how
to make learning effective and meaningful for all of the students I have in class. I
know I need to gain more experience in this area but I hope to also gain ideas,
methods, and "tricks" that teachers use and find successful to differentiate
between all of the students in their class."

"The changes I made in my reflections also show that I am transforming my own
practice by thinking critically and making modifications. Some students needed
me to read the instructions out loud to them, and some students needed me to
explain the task in a different way. The ways in which I handled these situations
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showed my willingness to be flexible, and my desire to see each student succeed.
I showed quick thinking and demonstrated problem solving skills."

"I have re-discovered that one size doesn't fit all for students. Not all students
learn at the same rate, the same level and not every student will "get it" at the
same time. I quickly got to know my students, their needs and their learning styles
and recognized that adjustments needed to be made accordingly in order to meet
the needs of individual students and promote learning at a deeper level."

"Sometimes I did not need to change much about the lesson, because every
student was going to be able to participate and grow. However, in some lessons I
had to adapt them to some of the students ' needs, and allow some students to
work without a partner, or have their partner chosen for them. I also gave special
attention to some students, in that I would just check in more with them to make
sure that they were staying on task and were focused. This helped all the students
to benefit and learn from the lessons, and was done so that all the students would
have the chance to grow."

"I thought it wouldn't be fair to them to let them struggle through the work, so I
modified how they were going to learn the writing process. This helped them to
write a strong piece. The students were still held to the same standards when they
were done with the work, but they were able to have a modified approach to the
topic."
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"To accommodate the different learning styles I presented the lessons using a
variety of techniques including elements such as the SMART board and
Classroom Performance System, small and whole group discussions, and
providing visual examples of my expectations."

In reading the excerpts taken from the work samples, and in examining the
categorical data, it becomes clear that the lessons studied do not include differentiation as
defined in Chapter 2 and that, as stated in the second passage above, students might not
"have the bank of knowledge, ideas and resources to draw from in order to differentiate."
The following section addresses the scarcity of differentiation in lessons by exploring
five themes that developed through evaluation of the data.

Analysis of the results

Six themes surfaced from the study of the categorical data and the text taken directly
from the lesson plans in the work samples. First, no evidence of purposeful planning for
students with IEPs emerges in the sequence of the lesson plans. Second, accommodations
written into the work sample lessons center around partner or group work. Third,
preservice teachers have an undeveloped or inaccurate understanding about special
education and its terminology. Fourth, preservice teachers tend to use multiple
intelligences and the use of manipulatives for differentiation. Fifth, preservice teacher
reflections focus on the teacher rather than student learning. Sixth, very little evidence of
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meaningful planning or differentiation for students with disabilities appears in the work
sample generally. The remainder of this chapter will focus on the six themes followed by
discussion in Chapter 5 .
Close examination of the work sample lesson plans reveals no evidence of
purposeful planning for students with IEPs within the sequence of the lesson plan. If
preservice teachers are using the lesson plans as an actual guide or script for teaching,
questions arise as to how students with disabilities are accessing the curriculum or
content. Common statements found in the sequence of the lesson plans include:
"Take time to focus in on the things the learners are struggling with."
"Students will work in partners."
"Circulate the room and check on group progress."
"The teacher will check for understanding."
"Monitor the students as they are writing their poem."
"While the students are working, the teacher should call aside individuals
who are struggling with the work and conference with them to help them
improve on the weaker points of their science inquiry write ups."
"I will check in periodically with children to see how they are doing."
These statements are exhaustive of those found in the actual lesson plans that are relevant
to students with disabilities. The lack of purposeful planning for particular students who
have IEPs suggests a focus on teaching to the larger group, regardless of documented
individual need. In Table 8, recommendations for students who did not experience
success in the unit revolve around repetition of material, review, or continued work, a
conclusion supporting the perception that preservice teachers focus on whole class

i
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instruction rather than incorporating specific strategies to enhance comprehension for
students with learning disabilities.
The second theme, the use of partner or group work as a primary accommodation for
students with disabilities, evolves from the data collected from the lesson plans in Section
3 of the work sample. Each lesson template viewed had a subsection in which preservice
teachers included plans for differentiation or meeting the needs of students with
disabilities. The category, no differentiation required, as seen in Table 6, represents the
most common statement found in this section, followed by group or partner work, which
accounts for the next most frequently used strategy for students with disabilities.
Common preservice teacher comments are as follows:
"Since each small group will have only one designated writer, I will simply make
sure that he does not need to be the one to record for the group."
"This lesson will not need much modification, because the students will be
working in groups."
"I will make certain to pair my students that struggle with the concepts with some
of my high-flyers . . . "
"I will make sure he is in a group with people that can help him."
While Vygotsky ( 1 978) supports the theory of social learning, it appears pre service
teachers have taken this to a level unintended by Vygotsky or advocates for cooperative
learning. Merely relegating students with disabilities to a group who will support or fill in
for the student on an IEP, does not lead to proficiency in the concepts or objectives
taught. Use of pairing or group work represents a common lesson design found
throughout the lesson plans examined.
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Third, a theme that clearly emerges throughout the entire study points to the
observation that preservice teachers have an undeveloped or inaccurate understanding of
special education and its terminology. Preservice teachers use the terms modifications,
accommodations, adaptations and differentiation interchangeably in their lesson plans.

Such use of these misnomers appears consistently with and might stem from the same
occurring in the research literature.
While modifications could indicate changes in curricular objectives for certain
students, accommodations often revolve around changes to instructional strategies that
allow students with disabilities to access the content. Interestingly, on some lesson plan
templates, the preservice teachers must plan for "accommodations and differentiation,"
but respond with the following:
"I do not believe that there will need to be any major modifications made to this
lesson."
"This lesson's instruction does not need to be modified much."
"This particular lesson will not require many modifications."
"This lesson will not require too many accommodations, however, if needed I will
allow students that may struggle with the concepts to only incorporate three
geometric shapes rather than five."
One preservice teacher wrote, "For my students who have an IEP, I would follow the
recommendations of this plan such as modifying their work, allowing them to work with
peers, offering one-on-one assistance, etc." That same preservice teacher later wrote in a
lesson reflection, "I constantly adapt assignments for my IEPs such as not requiring that
they write as much, or that they come up with two main points instead of three because it
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takes them longer to read, write and process." These comments serve as evidence of
pervasive misunderstanding of the strategies as well as terminology used for students
with disabilities. Additionally, such comments raise the question of whether or not
pre service teachers are aware of the goals written on IEPs.
Fourth, preservice teachers tend to draw from the multiple intelligence theory and
use manipulatives for differentiation. While this theme did not grow out of raw data
collected in the differentiation sections of the work sample, preservice teacher comments
in reflections, and in sections of the work sample describing the population of students,
warrant calling this a theme. Preservice teachers said:
"90% of the students are visual and auditory learners, and 25% show signs of
ADD or ADHD. Therefore, I will incorporate visuals and kinesthetics in my
instruction to maintain attention and promote comprehension."
"One student will need assistance when it comes to visual learning. She is very
much an auditory and social linguistic learner."
"I may need to have them perform more kinesthetic tasks, because they need to
stay moving and active in order to stay focused."
"Every lesson utilizes manipulative and visual aids."
"Many of these students learn well kinetically, therefore having the students work
with play dough to create their maps . . . "
Interestingly, these comments, like those about differentiation, appeared in isolation of
any actual implementation in lesson plans. It appears that preservice teachers are thinking
about multiple intelligences, as they do differentiation, but don't have the skills to
execute strategies in the lessons.
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The fifth theme found in the data suggests that reflections center on the preservice
teacher rather than on student learning. After each lesson plan, teachers reflect on the
lesson and write about what went well and what might need change. While it is not
required that preservice teachers address students on IEPs in this section, the reflections
indicate what issues concern preservice teachers. Out of 1 07 lessons, only one included a
preservice teacher comment about a student receiving special education services:
"There was one thing that changed during this lesson which was OB has qualified
for Special Education and is now going to be pulled out during math time, so I no
longer need to modify for him. I was informed of this today, so will be modifying
my lessons accordingly."
Most reflections focus on issues of classroom management and organization rather
than on student achievement. Even if pre service teachers are to address student learning,
the comments tend to revolve around student behaviors and student responses to the
lesson directions or activities.
The sixth and last theme to evolve from the study of lessons in work samples centers
around the idea that very little meaningful planning or differentiation for students with
IEPs appears in the work sample lesson plans.

An

examination of the data and the text

collected from 1 07 lessons indicates an awareness of students on IEPs, but little
knowledge of how to provide for those students who need some kind of intervention in
order that the curriculum become accessible. Student comments in the work samples
include:
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"[My cooperating teacher] and I have kept our eyes and ears open to try to solve
these learning styles, but we haven't figured out how to teach these particular
students."
"Unfortunately, I have not been able to get a grasp on the different learning
styles/modalities in the classroom because each student does the same thing."
"The second goal I hope to work toward is learning how to better incorporate the
differentiation of instruction into my lessons. I notice that I get so caught up in
just teaching the lesson or focusing on management that I overlook the
differentiation piece. I also don't think I have the bank of knowledge, ideas and
resources to draw from in order to differentiate."
This theme also appears in the data depicted in Tables 5 and 6, as well as the
preservice teacher comments. It seems that preservice teachers use group work, checking
in with students who have been identified as needing special education resources, or they
provided no accommodation at all. In examining 1 07 lessons, there was not one
indication that a specific requirement or goal stemming from an IEP was implemented in
a lesson. Furthermore, in many cases, preservice teachers referred to students with
disabilities as receiving services from other sources such as a learning resource center
and let this suffice for instruction.
"Student R is not on the grid because he/she is rarely in the room."
"This student is on his own IEP and is pulled out during math to explore his own
education."
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"I found out after a few of the lessons, that she was pulled out for half of the
lessons so she was not able to hear a lot of the key information before the students
would start the projects."
"I knew that because of being pulled, she was at a big disadvantage."
As stated in the beginning of this chapter, 1 3 of the students with IEPs were specifically
noted as participating in pull-out programs. The data do not give any information about
the remaining 1 2 students. Regardless, the data and the preservice teacher comments lead
to the conclusion that preservice teachers are not planning for any qualitatively different
instructional strategies for students with IEPs than for the rest of the students in the class.
These six themes evolving from the categorical data and the content taken directly
from the lesson plans of the work sample present a comprehensive observation in
response to the research question which examined the extent to which preservice teachers
plan for mandated differentiated instruction in the general education classroom for
students with disabilities. The next chapter offers a discussion of the findings,
implications and suggestions for further research in this area.
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CHAPTER S

Discussion and conclusion
Discussion

The following conclusions are based on the results from this qualitative study using
content analysis of 1 0 work samples taken from undergraduate and graduate level
programs at one university. Six themes emerge from the research into the extent to which
preservice teachers plan for the instruction for students with disabilities in the general
education classroom. First, no evidence of purposeful planning for students with IEPs
emerges in the sequence of the lesson plans. Second, accommodations written into the
work sample lessons center around partner or group work. Third, preservice teachers
have an undeveloped or inaccurate understanding of special education and its
terminology. Fourth, preservice teachers tend to use multiple intelligences and the use of
manipulatives for differentiation. Fifth, preservice teacher reflections focus on the teacher
and his or her actions rather than student learning. Sixth, very little evidence of
meaningful planning or differentiation for students with disabilities appears in the work
samples generally. These themes allow teacher educators an opportunity to criticize the
culture in a classroom taught by preservice teachers through the conclusions developed
by synthesizing the themes stemming from the research. Additionally, the themes support
need for changes in the education of students with special needs.
Prior to discussing the themes and drawing conclusions from them, a review of the
intent of the research and research questions is warranted. The motive to uncover a
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general depiction of how a preservice teacher meets the needs of students with disabilities
provides the foundation for the research. Exploratory research focusing on the lesson
plans written by preservice teachers permits a perspective on the topic that elicits further
queries regarding planning, knowledge of special education, differentiation, inclusion,
and the epistemological orientation of preservice teachers toward students with
disabilities. While the data derived from lesson plans in work samples come from one
institution, the study makes no attempt to evaluate programmatic successes or
shortcomings of that particular course of study. The research exclusively sought greater
understanding of how preservice teachers assure learning for those students who have
been identified as needing an IEP and, often, a qualitatively different approach to
curricular goals than that which occurs for the general student population. The following
paragraphs present the six themes as premises for conclusions about the degree of
planning done for students with disabilities, and they lead into observations in the
conclusion section regarding the educational ethos embraced by preservice teachers; and
thus, the education of these students.
With the data from the work sample lesson plans serving as evidence, no purposeful
planning for students with IEPs emerges in the sequence of the lesson plans. It appears
that preservice teachers write lesson plans for whole group instruction and any student
needing a different approach is assisted as the lesson unfolds, or while students are
working in groups. These lesson plans were written while preservice teachers did
practicum hours with a cooperating teacher who has at least three years of teaching
experience. The cooperating teacher reviews and agrees to the lesson plans taught and
signs a statement to that effect. Are cooperating teachers looking for differentiation in the
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lesson plans? The research done by Bailey and Williams-Black (2008) found only three
teachers out of the 24 in their study met their criteria for differentiation. Their research,
coupled with the data in this study, point to the reality that preservice teachers may not
have strong role models demonstrating differentiation in the classroom. Together with the
case study, done by Burke and Sutherland (2004), that concluded that general education
teachers lack the experience and education necessary to integrate students with special
needs into the classroom, it appears that preservice teachers may imitate the teaching
done by the cooperating teacher in that planning for students with disabilities does not
happen.
This research reveals that accommodations written into the work sample lessons
center around partner or group work. This observation, stemming from the data in this
study, aligns with that done by Valle and Buese (2007), in which the conclusions point to
grouping strategies as a primary way to meet the needs of students needing acceleration
or remediation. While grouping for instruction differs from partner or group work, those
practices, nonetheless, demonstrate that lessons are not constructed with purposeful
attention to differentiation.
In addition to the evidence that purposeful differentiation does not take place in
lesson planning, the data in this study point to the continued practice of educating
students with disabilities in pull-out programs. Twenty-five students identified with IEPs
were served by the lessons analyzed in the study, and of those 25, 1 3 specifically had
descriptions stating that services were provided outside the general education classroom.
Furthermore, not one of the lesson plans made reference to any type of collaboration with
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a special education teacher, a factor identified by Titone (2005) as necessary for
successful inclusion of students with disabilities.
In view of the large number of hours that preservice teachers spend with their
cooperating teachers, who assist with lesson planning and who agree to the work sample
lessons, if purposeful differentiation does not occur, then the conclusion follows that
students with disabilities actually face a degree of exclusion in the classroom. This
conclusion, in addition to the data from this study pointing to over one half of students
with IEPs leaving the general classroom for special education services, points to a need to
reassess how we include students with disabilities in the general education classroom.
This conclusion runs contradictory to Silverman' s (2007) which indicated that preservice
teachers held positive attitudes toward inclusion. Regardless of attitude, it appears praxis
and attitude are out of alignment, and that students with disabilities learn in classrooms
where little attention to specific learning needs actually occurs.
A thematic strand rising from the data collected in this study revolves around the
contention that preservice teachers have an undeveloped or inaccurate understanding
about special education and its terminology. When writing about the differentiation
required that might allow students with disabilities greater access to curricular objectives,
preservice teachers use several terms such as differentiation, accommodation,
modification and adaptations interchangeably. As stated in Chapter 1 , the use of these
misnomers in both textbooks and the literature occurs often enough for this inaccuracy to
continue without intervention or correction from either cooperating teachers or professors
of education. An analysis of the lesson plans also revealed no specific reference to any
IEP goals for any student with a disability. The observation that terminology is used
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incorrectly, together with the absence of references to content of iEPs in the work sample
lessons, leads to the conclusion that both inservice and preservice teachers do not
understand the terminology of the mandated requirement.
Not only does lack of understanding cause concern, but so does the frequency of the
belief that no differentiation proves necessary for students in the classroom where
preservice teachers do practicum work, and where they teach the work sample lessons.
As seen in the data presented in Chapter 4 on Table 6, preservice teachers most
frequently explain that no differentiation is required for the lessons they plan.
Considering the research by Edwards, Carr & Siegel (2008) that suggested teachers are
receiving little instruction on differentiation within the course of study required for
licensure, and that by Hamre and Oyler (2004), which found that preservice teachers did
not discuss complex strategies needed to differentiate instruction, the data uncovered in
this research are consistent with existing literature and support the line of reasoning that
preservice teachers are not prepared for differentiation.
Furthermore, as seen in the data, the assumption or belief held by preservice teachers
that the use of manipulatives, or the incorporation of kinesthetic activities into lesson
plans, qualify as a satisfactory response to the mandate to differentiate, certainly
perpetuates the conviction that preservice teachers are not prepared to include adequately
and effectively strategies to assist students with disabilities reach a level of competency
toward curricular objectives. In the analysis of the lesson plans, many comments were
directed toward the use of manipulatives or kinesthetic activities, but they did not appear
in the sequence of the lesson plans; rather, they were written in other sections of the work
sample. While preservice teachers appear to think about the use of activities that could
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possibly satisfy a professor-directed requirement to incorporate activities that support the
theory of multiple intelligences, it appears that, like differentiation, preservice teachers
are thinking about those concepts but do not have skills to execute the strategies within
the course of the lessons. Apparently in direct opposition, the research by Burke and
Sutherland (2004) found preservice teachers to believe their programs were providing
them with the skills needed to work with diverse learners; however, it appears the belief
held by preservice teachers and the actual ability do not align. Teacher training in the area
of differentiation strategies that allow for inclusion is lacking.
While preservice teachers were required to reflect on each lesson after teaching, the
data confirm that these reflections focus on the preservice teacher rather than on student
learning. In the course of analyzing the content of teacher reflections, only one lesson
plan, as noted in Chapter 4, mentioned a student on an IEP and that was to explain that
the student would no longer remain in the classroom, but leave for special education
services. Preservice teachers are not specifically required to address students with
disabilities in this section of the work sample, but given the large number of students who
made comments about their concerns surrounding behavior of students and classroom
management, the data appear consistent with the study by Hastings & Oakford (2003)
who concluded that preservice teachers are more accepting of students with disabilities
than those who have behavioral difficulties. Students who demand attention due to
behavioral issues often require immediate attention on the part of a teacher, so this may
explain the reflections that concentrate on student behavior rather than those students
who struggled with the content objective. Nonetheless, the absence of consideration
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directed towards students with IEPs supports the assertion that little planning occurs for
these students.
Evidently, planning for students with disabilities does not occur, but in Section 4 of
the work sample, where preservice teachers report findings for student achievement in the
unit of study, students with disabilities are reported, albeit, but without substantial
recommendations for remediation when needed. In fact, the methods most often
suggested for students with disabilities include review of the material, one-on-one work,
proximity or where the students sit in a classroom, and more partner work. These
suggestions are not consistent with the definition of differentiation, suggesting that
teachers continue to teach the same way to all students.
Overall, the data exposed exiguous evidence of meaningful planning or
differentiation for students with disabilities in the work sample. As one student explained,
"[The cooperating teacher] and I have kept our eyes and ears open to try to solve these
learning styles, but we haven't figured out how to teach these particular students."
Perhaps this most telling statement found in the work sample classifies differentiation as
reification not specific enough to implement: an ambiguous concept posing a challenge
for both inservice and preservice teachers. Comments such as "I will check in with those
having trouble" support the proposition that specific changes to instruction, student work,
or curricular objectives do not occur in the lesson plans. This final and encompassing
theme, that preservice teachers do not incorporate meaningful differentiation for students
with disabilities into the lesson plans in the work sample, points to an alarming
conclusion presented in the next section.
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Conclusion

Using the six themes as premises for arguments about the degree of planning done
for students with disabilities, the study extended into conclusions regarding both the
educational ethos adopted by preservice teachers; and thus, the education of these
students.
To begin, preservice teachers spend a substantial segment of a teacher preparation
program with an experienced cooperating teacher who mentors and coaches in the area of
instruction and planning. Even with the assistance provided by cooperating teachers, little
if any differentiation appears in the lesson plans. The literature presented in Chapter 2
points to a negative attitude held by teachers toward inclusion (Hammond & Ingalls,
2003 ; Monahan et al., 1 996). With the addition of comments such as, "Unfortunately, I
have not been able to get a grasp on the different learning styles/modalities in the
classroom because each student does the same thing," the conclusion follows that
differentiation might not occur on a regular basis in the classroom of the cooperating
teacher. When preservice teachers specifically refer to large numbers of students leaving
the classroom for assistance in the learning resource classroom rather than receiving
service in the general education classroom, it follows that students with disabilities
experience exclusion in the general education classroom when it relates to curriculum and
instruction. In other words, there exists a question as to the quality of inclusion.
The discussion surrounding the lack of knowledge of special education and the
terminology used in the discipline, along with the data in this study that confirm the
absence of references to curricular goals contained in the IEP as well as the belief held by
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preservice teachers that differentiation need not exist in the majority of lesson plans, lead
to the conclusion that preservice teachers are not prepared to include differentiation
strategies in lessons. "I also don't think I have the bank of knowledge, ideas and
resources to draw from in order to differentiate." Such comments likely alarm and inform
teacher preparation institutions as the conclusion leads to a deficit in education in this
area.
Review of material or content when students struggle with the curricular objectives,
along with the use of proximity and more partner or group work comprise the strategies
preservice teachers use for remediation following lessons deficient in differentiation.
During the course of the lesson, preservice teachers "check in" with students who have
been identified as qualifying for an IEP. The conclusion that whole class instruction
remains the norm follows the preceding premises.
The data collected in this research support the conclusion that little occurs to allow
for inclusion at the instructional level through the use of differentiation strategies for
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. The data also appears to
point to a lack of preservice teacher education in the area of differentiation. Without the
use of differentiation strategies, possibly precipitated by a lack of education or training in
this area, whole class instruction becomes the prevailing ethos in the general education
classroom. If whole class instruction is the norm, a question arises challenging the
authority and credence of an IEP for students with disabilities. Do both preservice and
inservice teachers follow IEPs or do the plans function merely as a formality to identify
certain students and thus becoming an excuse when curricular objectives remain elusive?
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More research examining work samples from a wide selection of teacher preparation
institutions across states would allow researchers to delve into the degree of
differentiation taking place nationally. Additionally, research into the types of courses at
teacher preparation institutions that specifically include methods of differentiation for
students with disabilities would allow schools of education to conduct internal program
evaluations focusing upon improvement in this area. Last, research that compares
traditional models of special education and the identification process to current programs
such as Response-to-Intervention will lead to a greater understanding of how to make
content obj ectives accessible for students with disabilities, and thus move towards a true
model of inclusion.
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